
Before t h e  Board of zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- June 15, 1966 

Appeal No. 8806 5500 B S t r e e t ,  Inc., appellant .  

The Zoning Administrator of t he  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  
the  following Order was entered a t  t h e  meeting of the  Board on 
June 22 ,  1966. 

ORDERED : 

That the  appeal f o r  a variance from the  minimum l o t  a rea  and 
width requirements of the  R-2 D i s t r i c t  t o  permit two semi-detached 
s ing l e  family dwellings a t  No. 1 2  and No. 1 4  Brandywine S t r e e t ,  SW., 
l o t  31, square 6171, be denied. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) The subject  property i s  located i n  an R-2 District. 

(2 )  The l o t  has approximate dimensions of:  57.62 f e e t  on 
Brandywine Street, 111.38 f e e t  on t h e  e a s t  l o t  l i n e ,  52.88 f e e t  
on t he  south l o t  l i n e ,  and 100 f e e t  on t he  w e s t  l o t  l i n e .  The 
l o t  contains approximately 5,416 square f e e t .  

(3) Appellant proposes t o  subdivide t he  l o t  and erect two- 
s ing l e  family semi-detached dwellings on two l o t s  containing 
approximately 2,708 square feet  each. Each l o t  would have a 
frontage of 28.5 f e e t  on Brandywine Street. 

( 4 )  Testimony indicated  t h a t  t h e  property was purchased 
by appel lant  within the  s i x  (6)  month period prededing the  hearing. 

(5) The Zoning Regulations i n  the  R-2 D i s t r i c t  require  t h a t  
s i ng l e  family semi-detached dwellings have a minimum f o t  area  of 
3,000 square f e e t  and a minimum width i n  the l o t  of 30 f e e t .  

(6 )  There was considerable opposition t o  t h e  granting of 
t h i s  appeal from re s iden t s  of t h e  neighborhood. A representa t ive  
of t h e  Waters Association spoke i n  opposition t o  t h i s  appeal and 
a p e t i t i o n  presented contained 43 s ignatures  of res iden ts  who 
oppose t h i s  appeal. In addi t ion ,  t he  neighbors ra i sed  t h e  i s sue  of 
an a l l eged  covenant between the owners of t h e  property,  t h a t  a l l  of 
the  l o t s  would be developed by s ing l e  family detached dwellings. 



(7 )  The neighborhood has been pr inc ipa l ly  developed by 
s ing l e  family detached homes. 

OPINION: 

W e  a r e  of the opinion that appel lant  has f a i l e d  t o  prove any 
hardship which would j u s t i f y  a variance from the  Zoning Regulations. 
The den ia l  of t h i s  appeal w i l l  not  prevent a reasonable use of the  
sub jec t  property a s  it can be developed within t he  requirements 
of t h e  Regulations. The a rea  i n  which t h i s  proposed subdivision 
i s  proposed has already been developed with numerous s ing le  family 
detached homes located  on la rge  l o t s .  W e  be l ieve  t h a t  the granting 
of t h i s  appeal would be detr imental  t o  t h i s  surrounding a rea  and 
inconsis tent  with t h e  present  character  and the  des i red  fu tu re  
development of t h i s  neighborhood. 


